Swiss American Historical Society Review
Volume 44

Number 2

Article 9

6-2008

Swiss Women's Suffrage Debated: Two Examples
Leo Schelbert

Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/sahs_review
Part of the European History Commons, and the European Languages and Societies Commons

Recommended Citation
Schelbert, Leo (2008) "Swiss Women's Suffrage Debated: Two Examples," Swiss American Historical
Society Review: Vol. 44 : No. 2 , Article 9.
Available at: https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/sahs_review/vol44/iss2/9

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by BYU ScholarsArchive. It has been accepted for inclusion
in Swiss American Historical Society Review by an authorized editor of BYU ScholarsArchive. For more information,
please contact scholarsarchive@byu.edu, ellen_amatangelo@byu.edu.

Schelbert: Swiss Women's Suffrage Debated: Two Examples

Swiss Women's Suffrage Debated: Two Examples
Selected and Translated by Leo Schelbert
To provide a taste of the thinking of Swiss people before Iris von Roten
published her seminal work Frauen im Laufgitter in 1958 in Bern's Hallwag
Verlag, some primary documents shall be presented. A first set reflects the
parliamentary debate that was held on 12 December 1945 in the Swiss National
Council, composed of the elected representatives of the cantons or member
states of the Confederation. A second document is a statement of the theologian
Arthur Rich (1910-1992) published in theNeue Zurcher Zeitung in November
1966. It responded to a circular which Zurich's anti-suffrage women had sent
to the Reformed clergy to influence the cantonal referendum on women's
voting rights. The documents are on the one hand impressive in their
seriousness, on the other they stem truly from another century, given the road
the Swiss polity has since then traveled due to the untiring efforts of numerous
women and men, among whom the work of Iris von Roten was an important,
if long submerged element.
From the Parliamentary Debate on Women's Suffrage
12 December 1945
On 16 June 1944 National Councilor Hans Oprecht (1894-1978), a Social
Democrat, introduced a motion in the National Council, co-signed by 51
members, "whether active and passive voting rights of women were to be
constitutionally guaranteed." 2 The motion, however, had not been taken up for
one and a half years, perhaps due to the pressures of war, and in Oprecht's
view not without advantage. Since June 1944 discussions had intensified, other
countries had introduced women's suffrage, and it was recognized of not being
the pet issue of a particular party. Oprecht, however, had made a similar
proposal already on 13 July 1929, requesting that the Federal Council, that is
the Swiss government's seven-member executive, "report and propose,
concerning the Petition for women's Suffrage of 1919 and 1928." Oprecht
further pointed out in his introduction of the motion that on 6 February 1945
thirty-eight women's organizations had presented a new and impressive
memorial that also reflected the significant socio-economic changes having
taken place. "We do not ask the young man coming of age," Oprecht declared,
"whether he was politically mature and able to cast a vote. At age 20 a man
simply becomes constitutionally an active citizen" (722). The National
Councilor was convinced that "in a democracy politics is a matter for all, for

2

The documents have been translated from the Amtliches stenographisches Bulletin der
Bundesversammlung. Nationalrat, Vol. 45 (1945); 721-738. Special thanks to Dr. Urspeter
Schelbert, Staatsarchiv Zug, who kindly provided copies and identified the speakers.
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all the people, thus also for women." Otherwise Switzerland was merely "a
fictitious democracy."
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Change of the Law Concerning Communes in
Canton Bern Action Committee against
Women's Suffrage 1968
Cantonal Plebiscite, Canton Bern 1968

Bring Us.Too into the Game!
Women's Suffrage: Yes

Leave us out of the Game!
Women's Suffrage: No

In his view, England and France had recently
shown the felicitous results of women's suffrage, and
on 21 October 1945 Pope Pius XII had "declared
unequivocally it to be a woman's duty to participate
in political life." He quoted the Pope's words to the
assembled women at length, among them: "Should
you be opposed to the movement that wants to
involve you in public social and political life? Just the
opposite! You are to participate in it. It is for every
woman a matter of conscience not to withdraw from
public involvement, and always in a manner that is
conform to you and with the goal to neutralize those
who aim to destroy the fabric of social and familial
Yes for Eve
life. ... The vote is for every woman a great and
powerful weapon in fulfilling her religious and moral
duty." (723).
The National Council's presiding officer, Federal Councilor von Steiger,
in 1945 also the Confederation's President, stressed that the delay of dealing
with Oprecht's motion had not been an attempt to bury it, that the petition of
the women's organizations was objectively and excellently presented, and that
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there was no question that Swiss women were fully qualified to have the active
and passive vote. The question was merely "how it was to be incorporated into
our laws and constitution, which was the proper form and which the right
moment" (724). Von Steiger was convinced that women's suffrage would not
be a detriment, neither for women, or the family, nor the state. By itself,
however, it would not lead to better political decisions, as Oprecht and others
claimed, nor was the Pope's pronouncement applicable beyond the Italian
situation, nor was it certain that a majority of Switzerland's people supported
the issue. Perhaps a gradual introduction first on the communal, then the
cantonal, and finally the federal level might be the best way.
When Federal Councilor von Steiger asked whether any one was prepared
to oppose Oprecht's motion, Josef Schuler (1889-1957) of the town of
Ktissnacht, Canton Schwyz, and representing the Farmers' Union spoke up:
"I have to oppose the motion for these reasons: Cousin Oprecht [whose
wife was Schuler's cousin] has outline only the positive aspects of the motion.
I would like to add some negative effects. In 1291 only men were on the Rtitli.
One did not see any women there. The Stauffacherin, however, had told her
husband, when the proud [Habsburg bailiff] Gessler rode into the land and said,
"I won't tolerate that peasants own such beautiful homes": "Go ahead, Werner,
seek out friends so you can get rid of the bailiffs." She had definitely influence
without there having been suffrage. It has always been that way in Swiss
history to this day. Women had a definite influence on the men, but the women
did not want to deal with suffrage. They were good women, and we were happy
with them.
Now there would come about many inequalities by women's suffrage.
First, there is a great difference between town and country. If a woman needs
to walk one, two, or even more hours to cast her vote, she stays at home, or the
husband must stay at home if his wife wants to vote. It's different in town
where voting can be done within a few minutes time; there the wife is home
again right away and can pursue her tasks. An other inequality needs to be
added. One knows that on occasion women become pregnant. In that state they
don't like to be in public, on the road. They prefer to stay in their coats or at
home. Under those circumstances many would say: "I'm not going to vote; it
doesn't suit me." Then comes childbed which, depending on a woman's health,
might last two to three weeks. How shall she vote during that time? Should one
prepare a permit for the midwife and send her to vote? A further issue needs to
be addressed: The event of birth is more frequent in rural regions, 5, 6, to 10
times in a woman's life, in the city perhaps never or at best one or two times.
That is a tremendous difference between town and country.
Something more: When at present a husband has become a councilor, a
communal, cantonal, or even a national councilor, a wife is a kind of proud:
My husband is something. (merriment). But if a woman becomes a communal,
cantonal or even a national councilor, but not the husband, how is one to
address the husband? (great merriment) I think that would just about humiliate
the husband.
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A further point: When a wife becomes a councilor, she has to attend
meetings. If she becomes a national councilor she has to attend meetings here
[in Bern]. Then the husband would have to cook at home and to look after the
children, or who would then do it? Servants are not to be had everywhere.
By the way, we know how it happens already now. If there is a plebiscite,
we are at loggerheads. One makes enemies, one never makes peace, perhaps
for generations. How will it be if the women, given their temperament, enter
the campaign? Then feathers, I mean to say hairs, would be flying. The
temperament would probably break through.
I am convinced that if one were to take a vote whether women should have
the vote based on the constitution, that 70 to 80 percent would not want to have
anything to do with it. Let us therefore leave the women at home, let's not take
them into that witch's cauldron. For these reasons I propose to reject Cousin
Oprecht' s motion" (727).
Next the Christian Socialist Karl Wick (1891-1969) joined Councilor
Schuler in opposing the Oprecht motion by a lengthy speech. He found that
Schuler had properly assessed the national outlook in the matter, but that the
question needed to be further explored. He rejected Oprecht' s claim of a
merely fictitious democracy due to an exclusive men's suffrage and also
asserted that the Pope's address did not pertain to the question of introducing
women's suffrage but only to a situation when this had already happened. Karl
Wick then claimed that the nature of men and women was different, as also
anchored in law. Furthermore, he pointed to the "historical fact of the maleshaped culture of our times in contrast to the matriarchal culture of prehistoric
ages" (727). He agreed that valid reasons could be mustered for women's
suffrage - "women's problems cannot be solved without women" -yet that did
not mean women's involvement in "parliamentarianism" and in the "electionand voting hustle" (727).
Councilor Wick then explained his main reasons why he opposed women's
suffrage: "We must admit without ado that there is an incredible idle hustle
(Leerlauf) in our democracy, and the question is whether it would at all be
useful for women to take part in that idle hustle and must be well pondered ...
(727). The call of every serious statesman is to day: 'Give us again good
mothers', and not 'Give us women's suffrage'. Of course, women must be
listened to in the state as well as in society. The right that women's voice must
be heard is, however, wholly different from the right of women to vote.
Women must certainly have a voice in the new socio-political order, but the
question is in what form" (728). He was convinced that the political leveling
of man and woman resulting from a leveling form of democracy would
represent an impoverishment of political life. "The political women's suffrage
was fundamentally a capitulation of woman before man, the admission that
Parliament, the one-sided democracy, was more important than house and
home. Female culture was anyhow today imperiled and was being absorbed
into male culture, and that was especially happening by the introduction of
universal suffrage." He stressed, however, that "The opponents of formal
universal suffrage did not intend to deny women the rights to which they were

https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/sahs_review/vol44/iss2/9

4

Schelbert: Swiss Women's Suffrage Debated: Two Examples
68

Review

[June

entitled, they did not want to exclude them from cooperating in the democracy,
but wanted to prevent that the personal values unique to women were being
uselessly sacrificed to a matter by which nobody at all was being served,
neither the women, nor the State, nor democracy" (728).
Next spoke the writer Felix Moeschlin (1882-1969) who was a member
of the National Party of Independents (Landesring der Unabhiingigen) and
whose wife was a Swedish artist. "Women's suffrage is for me," he began,
"such a matter of course that it is hard for me to talk about it. Matters of course
are generally not talked about. The previous speakers force me, however, to say
a few words. First my friend Schuler, with whom I have crossed swords quite
often already. He too was not present in 1291 ~ yet he has the vote nevertheless.
Thus one should not blame women for something in which they had no part.
When colleague Schuler talks of domesticity, of women who manage a home,
give birth to their children, I would like to ask him to take for once his eyes
from his nice house and home and his hundreds of cows and thousands of pigs
and to look at the other Switzerland. For once he shall come with me to
Brissago and see how 400 women work in a factory and the husband literally
takes over the cooking at home. This too is a Swiss fact. And these women
should not get the right to vote?
When National Councilor Wick is singing the song of motherliness, we
hear about it in Switzerland in a totally different sense, that is in the form of
lawsuits when abortions are involved. The Bishop of Basel has spoken of tens
of thousands of abortions. For me it borders on the ridiculous that we have a
National Council in which there is not one woman present who could talk
about motherliness. Should it not be given over to mothers and women to
decide about the fate of women instead of men talking about pregnancy and
motherhood insurance?
When Councilor Wick spoke of the idle hustle of politics it is not the fault
of women. I believe if we had here in Parliament twelve intelligent and even
beautiful women, there would be quite a different parliamentary activity
(merriment). It would awaken forces in men to put an end to idle political
hustle. In the twenty years I have been president of the Writers' Guild I have
learned what a blessing it is to have a woman on board. Off and on a woman
has more intelligent ideas than a man because a woman will view a matter from
a different angle. If a husband is dumb enough not to grant his wife the position
she is owed in his own home, so in God's name let us leave him his dumbness.
When, however, a State is dumb enough not to grant her the position she is
owed, it is truly to be pitied" (729). (Great applause from the gallery)
The founder of the National Party of Independents Gottlieb Duttweiler
(1888-1962) followed Moeschlin as speaker. He first thanked Councilor
Schuler for having opposed the motion so that it could be thoroughly discussed,
then Federal Councilor von Steiger for his assurance that the motion would not
disappear in a drawer. Then Councilor Duttweiler observed: "What has quite
disturbed me is the traditional merriment that surfaces when the issue of
women's suffrage is brought up. This amusement must be quite offensive to
women. I cannot imagine that one could honestly explain that amusement to
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a woman's face. But it is a Swiss tradition. It is probably one of our famous
faults like the sacredness of the hard liquor vat (Schnapshafens), the bank
secret of the small savings book, and similar peculiarities of our Confederation.
There is something evil in this merriment." Duttweiler then lamented the
cheapening of political discourse and suggested that women's involvement
might help to remedy it. Issues that had been dealt with in the recent past had
shown that "we have become enormously superficial. What tears us apart are
trifles which we ourselves do not appreciate, even despise." He hoped that
women would expose horse trades, would improve manners in debates, and he
asserted that it was "a necessity for the country that women bring their mind
and heart into politics" (729-730).
Next the Social Democrat Henri Perret (1885-1955), National Councilor
from the Canton Vaud from 1928-1954, presented his views in French.
"Probably few topics," he began, "give as much to discuss as that of women's
suffrage and there are without doubt few issues that give occasion to so many
stupidities, to erroneous points which reason rejects." He then told an anecdote:
"Not so long ago I had a discussion with a man, by the way a learned university
professor. He told me: 'One has to admit, women are less intelligent than men.'
I replied: 'Ifl understood you correctly, you are then more intelligent than your
mother?' 'Oh no!' he answered right away. 'My mother is an outstanding
woman.' 'Mine too', I replied, 'and, except if the sons are terribly conceited,
they cannot claim to be more intelligent than their mothers, how then should
men be more intelligent than women?'
In Switzerland we are extremely backward in this matter. Almost all
civilized countries have given the vote to women already a long time ago:
Finland, Norway, Northern Ireland for more than 40 years; Great Britain,
America, Austria, Germany, Estonia, Lithuania, Poland, Czechoslovakia,
Hungary, Holland for 37 years; Belgium for 20 years; Turkey, Brazil since
1934; China since 1936; the Equator [Ecuador?] and Mexico since 1938,
finally France and Yugoslavia since last year.
It has become so general that women's suffrage has become an
indispensable necessity for the peoples who want to elevate democracy to the
rank it deserves. Do you know, gentlemen and dear colleagues, that the United
Nations Charter demands that women have absolutely the same rights as men?
It begins with these words: 'We, the peoples of the United Nations, determined
to protect future generations from war, which twice within a human lifetime
has inflicted indescribable suffering to humankind, we embrace the belief in
the dignity and value of the human being, in the equality of men and women
as well as of large and small nations" (730). Councilor Perret then pointed out
that if Switzerland wanted to join the United Nations it could do so only if it
accepted the Charter. "Men commit abuse," he asserted, "by depriving women
of their rights .... Women are professors, lawyers, teachers, some are directors
of factories etc. We know a woman who teaches higher mathematics in one of
our universities. Yet she does not have the right to vote, while the last
bonehead of the city in which she teaches has it, and that appears to be a
formidable injustice" (731).
https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/sahs_review/vol44/iss2/9
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Perret then went on to point out that the bulk of laws touched on the home,
of which women were supposedly destined to take care, yet they did not have
a say about those issues. They were also fully engaged as wage earners in
factories, shops, and offices. He knew of men who took care of the household
because women's work was better paid than that of the husband. "We are not,"
he exclaimed passionately, "to treat our spouse, our mother, our sister, our
daughter as inferior beings and to deprive them of rights of which only a
criminal who is sent to a penitentiary is being deprived." He concluded his
speech with these words: "We have fought for our democracy; to preserve it,
we have protected our frontiers. The Charter of the United Nations of which we
have just spoken is driven by the fervent wish to defend democracy as well as
possible. Let us not forget that Switzerland is but half a democracy since
women, who are more numerous than men, do not have the vote. Let us muster
the prudence - I almost want to say the dignity - to grant them the rights which
for us are unalienable and which are as unalienable for women as they are for
us. If we do this we will have made truly important progress in our
Democracy" (731).
After Councilor Perret, Jakob Kaegi (1886-1950), National Councilor
from Canton Zurich from 1919-1950, spoke up. First he chided the initial tone
of the debate, then challenged the presiding officer: "The President of the
Confederacy von Steiger has claimed that women have done merely their duty
during the war. No, Mr. President of the Confederacy, they have done more
than their mere duty. The farmer woman who, when her husband was on active
military duty, took care not only of small but also of large homesteads and of
their children, who from early morning to late at night took care of the farm,
she deserves to take part in the deliberations. Also the artisan's wife, who in the
absence of her husband and of her sons in military service took care of
everything and made certain that the business was kept up, she deserves the
vote today. And the worker's wife! Mr. Perret has just talked about her. The
worker's wife who still today early in the morning needs to take care of the
household before she can leave for work, who during the day stands in the
factory at the weaving or spooling or any other machine, who returns in the
evening and again until late at night must take care of the household, who
during the war saved every piece of bread to feed her children, she deserves
that we show our esteem of her work, of her caring for the welfare of her
family by granting her the right to vote." Councilor Kaegi then listed the failed
plebiscites concerning women's suffrage undertaken in Canton Zurich and
concluded: "If someone claims that women do not want to be involved in
political life, I want to answer especially Mr. Wick: Women are formed by
their surroundings and their education. To this day they have not been educated
in politics. Nobody can demand of them, what education has denied them"
(731-732).
Several more speakers followed, among them National Councilor Ernst
Reinhard ( 1889-1947), son of a day laborer from Sumiswald, Canton Bern. He
suggested that the government authorize a Gallup poll to determine the
majority position of women in regard to suffrage. He also acknowledged that
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full democracy would remain imperfect. "Men's democracy has proven that,"
he asserted. "The concept of our male-defined culture has been thrown into the
debate by our colleague Wick. I would have avoided doing that, especially
today. It smells after the heroic culture, the vivere pericolosamente (living
dangerously) of which we now have the splendid results before us: in the
destroyed countries of Europe, in the slaughtered generations. This, gentlemen,
is the male-defined culture of which we should rather be ashamed than that we
should glorify in it." Councilor Reinhard also sharply rejected the insinuation
of a previous speaker that the vote of German women had brought Hitler to
power. "Must it not be essentially attributed to the influence of a Mr. Bruning,
a Mr. Kahr, a Prelate Kaas and a Mr. von Papen?" he asked. "It was people like
these who played an essential role in the making of that catastrophe, and these
belonged totally to the center of the male camp." Reinhard also castigated the
view that women's suffrage was deepening the rift between town and country
as "one of the most poisonous arguments." Visits to Sweden or Denmark
would show the absurdity of such "wisdom." The issue was ideological:
"Either one stands for this, that the principle of justice rules political and
economic life; then one will not stop [fighting] for it since its application
demands women's suffrage in a full democracy" (732-733).

When the vote was taken 104 National Councilors voted for, 32 against the
Oprecht motion.
Response of Zurich Theologian Arthur Rich (1910-1992)
to a Circular of the Anti-Women's Suffrage Action Committee of the
Women of Zurich
Neue Zurcher Zeitung (November 1966), No. 4884 3
Most Esteemed Ladies,
Recently you have sent an appeal to all theologians of the Evangelical
Reformed Church in Canton Zurich. You attempt thereby to mobilize
University Teachers and Pastors against the active and passive voting rights of
women. You do this with arguments that need to be answered, and clearly.
It is far from me to doubt your subjective honesty. Also some of the
arguments you make could be discussed. As a theologian I am nevertheless
simply dismayed by your appeal. You end it with the almost imploring words:
"In conclusion we would like to stress that the introduction of women's
suffrage has nothing to do with justice in the true meaning of the word (do you
possibly mean the Bible?), to the contrary; by the endorsement of this
questionable demand of rights, a calamitous contribution is being made to the
dishonoring, watering down, and weakening of the divine order set up for us."
3

Text translated from the version given by Susanna Woodtli, Gleichberechtigung. Der
Kampf um die politischen Rechte der Frau in der Schweiz. Zweite erganzte Auflage
(Frauenfeld: Verlag Huber, 1983), 191-194.

https://scholarsarchive.byu.edu/sahs_review/vol44/iss2/9

8

Schelbert: Swiss Women's Suffrage Debated: Two Examples
72

Review

[June

Divine order is for you patriarchy with its preeminence of men over women.
On what basis do you actually know so clearly that this is a divine order?
Well, you invoke Paul. This is quite convenient, since one must not risk to
be disclaimed by him.
Certainly, in his day Paul has called upon women not to put themselves
above men as he also admonished slaves to remain obedient to their masters.
And he did it certainly with arguments that derived from the perspective of a
patriarchal order. Yet what did he hope to achieve? To tell people that the
conventional preeminence of man over woman was anchored in the eternal
Will of God? You know the passage to which I allude ( 1 Cor. 11,3 ), and it was
hopefully not picked out simply because it fits into the context of your voting
campaign. You must know that it has a continuation. Verse 11 reads: "But
there is in the Lord neither woman without man nor man without woman." This
clarifies what the Apostle wants to say. He wants to tell the women of Corinth
(who wanted to attend services like men without the veil): Do not put yourself
in this matter on the same level as men; but it remains, of course, that there is
the New that has entered the world through Christ, neither a preeminence of
man over woman nor a preeminence of woman over man. Thus Paul does not
tum patriarchy, which in certain cases he may still argue, into an eternal Order
of God, just the opposite. But you, Ladies, do exactly that. You want to give
the impression in public that in the matter of women's suffrage the final issue
is whether or not we still take the divine order seriously. By that you quite
simply imply that the men and women advocating the active and passive vote
for women would hand our land over to "godlessness", that is, to the so-called
trend towards totalitarianism, as you state in your appeal. Are you aware that
with the same argument you would have to brand the liberation of slaves which
has occurred as a move of the world towards godlessness? But that is patently
absurd.
Therefore, most esteemed Ladies, leave the Bible alone in your campaign
against the active citizenship of women. In this matter one thing only is
involved, the question of political justice in a modem democracy, that is: After
the principle of political maturity of all adult citizens has been fought for, man
may not rule without woman in the state and in society. This does not deny
that, based on their nature, men and women serve different functions. But
where in the world is it stated that the "natural" task of a woman has to be
limited to the home and perhaps to an amateurish collaboration in church,
school, and charity? Certainly not in the Bible.
Your main argument is, therefore, not a biblical, but a political one. And,
at least at a first glance, one must admittedly grant it the attraction of novelty:
"Active citizenship is not an individual right, but an organic function of the
state." What is hiding behind this learned statement? First, that women may not
claim active and passive voting rights as a human right as it has been
determined by the Charter of the United Nations. But why then is it given to
men? Well, you state because he is "the representative of the family in the
state." Is he that really? In every case? Is it also the 20-year old son of a mother
who hugely surpasses him perhaps also in the knowledge of political
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citizenship? In any case, he has the vote
besides his father. Why do voting rights
for women and daughters mean "the
deposing of the heads of family, but not Wahlt Frauen i ns • Gemeindehaus
•Rathaus
those of unmarried sons?"
• Bundeshaus
Do you really believe that
• und ins
theologians and other readers of your
Regierungsgebaude
appeal would swallow such absurdities?
But joking apart! If you were truly to
take your argument literally, you would
have to insist that active and passive
voting rights would have to be limited
to "the heads of families," that is to
fathers, and thereby put into question
the principle of civic legal equality that
is fundamental to a democracy. One
probably does not need to point out
what this would mean. In principle it
would mean the commitment to an
authoritarian form of the state, as it
1991 Poster by K. Willimann
would be suitable for a patriarchal, but
not a democratic social order. Neither
Women Belong into the House!
the Church nor the people of Zurich
Elect Women to Town Hall
would follow you on such a precipitous
City Hall
path.
Federal Houses of
The arguments which you present
Parliament and to
against women's suffrage also reflect
the Executive Mansion
the concern for the welfare and inner
strengthening of the family, which is
honorable and deserves recognition. But
is it more than mere assertion to claim that the endangerment of the today's
family has to be tied to the political equality of women, as you want us to
believe? Quite different matters must be made central: the new alcoholism; the
modem cult of social partying; commercialized prostitution; inadequate living
space; and the necessity, unfortunately still far from having disappeared, for all
women to look for wage labor. What are you doing to fight these central causes
of the dissolution of the family and the criminality of youth? I must admit that
I would find your concern about the imperiled family somewhat more
believable if I were to meet you also on this front, but until now that has not
been the case. Yet it might still happen. And you would then perhaps realize
that it would not only be more just, but also more advantageous if women had
greater influence on the shaping of our public life in state and society.
In the hope that it will come to this and that the people of Zurich will at
last bestow on women the overdue active citizenship and thereby full maturity
(Mundigkeit), I remain nevertheless with friendly greetings your
Arthur Rich.
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